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^ANKARA  AND  LOGIC:   FINAL  FORM   OF  THE  ADVAITA  AS
RECONSTRUCTED
It may be said that Sankara very often, in his commentary, con-
demns tarka or reasoning, and our attempt to base the Advaita
on reasoning without the support of the Sruti would be a mis-
interpretation. For instance, while criticizing the above Sankhya
theory, he says that the cause of the world, the Brahman, cannot
be seen because it has no form; it cannot be inferred because it
has no mark or character; therefore it can be known only from
the Sruti. But what he understands by inference is of the form
that always requires an example. He says that the unseen can be
inferred only on the analogy of the seen.1 The transcendental or
presuppositional logic was not elaborated by his time, though he
was making use of it all the while in his arguments. In this logic
there is no demand for an example. Western philosophy owes to
Kant and the post-Kantians a definite formulation of this
logic. Because this logic was not deliberately used by Sarikara,
whenever an example was demanded by his orthodox rivals he
was falling back on the Sruti and condemning inference as suska
or dry. His orthodox rivals also did the same in similar circum-
stances. But in his criticisms of unorthodox systems like the
Jaina and the Bauddha, Sankara had to depend on reason; and
his reasoning follows the method that implies or presupposes the
truth of his conclusions. And his method is really nothing but the
critical or transcendental method of Kant and the dialectical
method of Hegel, with of course certain differences.2 Arihapatti,
which is recognized by later advaitins as one of the pramdnas or
valid.sources of knowledge, is in essence dialectical. ArthapaMi is
the postulation of an entity by which alone a contradiction is
solved. The modern student of the Advaita need not be dis-
couraged and leave the subject with the feeling that it is after all
dogmatic and is not worth philosophical study.
We may sum up, from the standpoint of pure philosophy and
apart from reliance on the Sruti, the argument that leads to the
Advaita. With the experience of illusion, we come to know that
all that we see is not true, and that certain things, though experi-
*  Ibid., II, 2, 2. Drstaccddrstasiddhi. Cp. also Samksepasariraka, Vol. I, p. 99.
Upddhyabhaue na bhavedupadhimat,  tatasthamaj%anamupadhiyisyate>
buddhernatadatmavastuni, svayantprakase na tatotra manadhih.
*  For a comparison of these, see my book, Thought and Reality.
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